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dialing 7-1-1. Requests can also be faxed to 855-461-6674 or sent by e-mail to 
ADArequest@sanmarcostx.gov.   
 
For more information on the Historic Preservation Commission, please contact Alison Brake, Historic 
Preservation Officer at 512.393.8232 or abrake@sanmarcostx.gov.   
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mailto:abrake@sanmarcostx.gov


 

 

  630 East Hopkins  
 San Marcos, TX 78666 

CITY OF SAN MARCOS  
 

Meeting Minutes  
 

Historic Preservation Commission  
  

 
Thursday , January 7, 2021                 5:45 PM        Virtual Meeting  

  
 

Due to COVID -19, this was a virtual meeting. For more information on how to 
observe the virtual meeting, please visit:  

https://sanmarcostx.gov/2861/Historic -Preservation -Commission -VideosA  
      
I. Call To Order  
 

With a quorum present the regular meeting of the San Marcos Historic Preservation 
Commission was called to order at 5:47 p.m. on Thursday, January 7, 2021. 

II. Roll Call  
  

Present    5 �± Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Dake, Commissioner Holder,  
                      Commissioner Arlinghaus, and Commissioner Kennedy 
Absent     0  
 

III. 30 Minute Citizen Comment Period:  
 

1. Anita Collins, no address given, spoke regarding Item 5 on the agenda. She 
stated that the building was an important part of San Marcos history. She stated 
that the building �L�V���Q�R�W���L�Q���W�K�H���F�R�Q�G�L�W�L�R�Q���L�W���L�V���L�Q���E�H�F�D�X�V�H���R�I���D�J�H���R�U���W�K�H���H�O�H�P�H�Q�W�V�����L�W�¶�V��
due to neglect. She said that the Commission can help bring it back to its original 
condition for generations to come.  
 

2. Lisa Marie Coppoletta, 1322 Belvin Street, stated that she was in support of the 
discussions surrounding the Dunbar School Buildings, adding that the building 
should be checked for mold before any work on the building is undertaken. She 
also stated that she has spent six years saving trees and artifacts on her 
property. Ms. Coppoletta spoke about the Belvin Street sidewalk project as well.  

           
MINUTES 
 

1. Consider approval, by motion, of the December 3 , 2020 regular  meeting minutes.  
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Arlinghaus, seconded by Commissioner Dake to 
approve the minutes as submitted. The motion carried by the following vote: 
  

For:  5 �± Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Dake, Commissioner Holder,    
                  Commissioner Arlinghaus, and Commissioner Kennedy 

     Against:  0 
 

  

https://sanmarcostx.gov/2861/Historic-Preservation-Commission-VideosA
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PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 

2. HPC-21-01 (200 West MLK Drive) Hold a public hearing and consider a request by the 
City of San Marcos to designate the property located at 200 West MLK Drive, currently 
the location of the Calaboose African American History Museum, as a local historic 
landmark . 

 
Chair Perkins opened the public hearing. 
 
Alison Brake gave a presentation outlining the request to designate the property located at 
200 West MLK Drive, which houses the Calaboose African American History Museum. She 
concluded that the request met the requirements of Section 2.5.4.5 of the San Marcos 
Development Code and recommended approval of the request as submitted. 
 
Lisa Marie Coppoletta, 1322 Belvin Street, applauded the Commission for taking up the 
designation and gave her support for it. She suggested a big public relations piece be done 
on the designation.   
 
There were no further questions and Chair Perkins closed the public hearing.  
 
Discussion between the Commission, representatives from the Calaboose African American 
History Museum, and staff ensued.  
 
A motion was proposed by Commissioner Perkins , seconded by Commissioner 
Arlinghaus , to approve the designation of the property at 200 West MLK Drive as a 
local historic landmark as it met the requirements in Section 2.5.4.5 of the San Marcos 
Development Co de.   
 
The motion carried by the following vote:  

  
For:  5 �± Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Dake, Commissioner Holder,  
                  Commissioner Arlinghaus, and Commissioner Kennedy 

     Against:  0  
 

3. 3603 Hunter Road Demolition Request (Permit #2020 -34068) Hold a public hearing and 
consider the 90 -day demolition delay period and discuss alternatives to demolition 
and methods for potential preservation of historic character of the property . 

 
Chair Perkins opened the public hearing. 
 
Alison Brake gave a presentation outlining the request and reviewed the criteria for 
demolition delay with the Commission. 
 
Brad Chelton, Division President, Brookfield Properties Development, was available to 
answer questions from the Commission as the �S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\���R�Z�Q�H�U�¶�V���U�H�S�U�H�V�H�Q�W�D�W�L�Y�H�� 
 
Lisa Marie Coppoletta, 1322 Belvin, spoke out against the demolition of the structures. She 
questioned why the buildings were slated for demolition and asked the property owner 
where their priority lies.  
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There were no further questions and Chair Pekins closed the public hearing.   
 
Discussion between the applicant and the Commission ensued.  
 
A motion was proposed by Commissioner Perkins , seconded by Commissioner 
Arlinghaus,  that the buildings and structures on -site are h istorically significant per 
Section 2.5.4.5 of the San Marcos Development Code and that issuance of demolition 
permit #2020 -34068 should be delayed for an additional 90 days to allow all interested 
parties to take whatever steps deemed appropriate to accomplish the preservation of 
the buildings and structures.  
 
The motion carried by the following vote:  

  
For:  5 �± Commissioner Perkins, Commissioner Dake, Commissioner Holder,        
                  Commissioner Arlinghaus, and Commissioner Kennedy 

     Against:  0   
 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

4. Discussion regarding a potential Recommendation Resolution regarding updating the 
Historic District Design Guidelines in Appendix C of the San Marcos Design Manual to 
address Accessory Dwelling Units and other such outbuildings and provide direction 
to staff . 
The Commission directed staff to draft a Recommendation Resolution to address updating 
Appendix C to include specific guidelines on Accessory Dwelling Units and other outbuildings. 
 

5. Discussion regarding the status report of the Historic Dunbar School Building located 
at 801 West MLK Drive and provide direction to staff . 
The Commission gave direction to have a temporary fence installed around the building along 
with interpretive signage. 
 
The Commission asked for the signage to let the public know 1) the history behind the 
building and 2) the reason behind the fencing (not for demolition purposes, ongoing 
maintenance, etc.). The Commission also asked staff to look into funding for more 
permanent fencing and signage. 
 
�$�S�S�O�\�L�Q�J���I�R�U���W�K�H���1�D�W�L�R�Q�D�O���7�U�X�V�W���I�R�U���+�L�V�W�R�U�L�F���3�U�H�V�H�U�Y�D�W�L�R�Q�¶�V���$�I�U�L�F�D�Q���$�P�H�U�L�F�D�Q���&�X�O�W�X�U�D�O���+�H�U�L�W�D�J�H��
Action Fund in the coming year was also discussed. 
 

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
Commissioner Perkins requested the following be placed on a future agenda: 

1. Updates on the following: 
a. Dunbar School Building 
b. Plaques for local landmarks 
c. Working with Texas State regarding historic resources on University property 

 
THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS CHAIR PERKINS DECLARED THE MEETING 
ADJOURNED AT 8:22 P.M. 
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______________________________          
Ryan Patrick Perkins, Chair 
   
    
ATTEST:  
 
_____________________________          
Alison Brake, Historic Preservation Officer  



 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION  RESOLUTION  

Historic Preservation Commission 

Recommendation Number: (2021-01RR): Recommending that specific guidelines for 
accessory dwelling units and other such outbuildings be added to the Historic District Design 

Guidelines in Appendix C of the San Marcos Design Manual. 

WHEREAS, t�K�H���&�L�W�\�¶�V���&�R�P�S�U�H�K�H�Q�V�L�Y�H���3�O�D�Q�����³�9�L�V�L�R�Q���6�D�Q���0�D�U�F�R�V�����$���5�L�Y�H�U���5�X�Q�V���7�K�U�R�X�J�K���8�V,�´��
�U�H�F�R�J�Q�L�]�H�V���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���F�L�W�L�]�H�Q�V���R�I���6�D�Q���0�D�U�F�R�V���³�D�U�H���F�R�Q�V�F�L�R�X�V���R�I���S�U�H�V�H�U�Y�L�Q�J���R�X�U���U�L�F�K���K�L�V�W�R�U�L�F�D�O���S�D�V�W��
and will pursue future cultural enric�K�P�H�Q�W�´; and 

WHEREAS, toward that end, the City boasts seven locally designated historic districts and eight 
locally designated landmarks while other structures and sites have been recognized at the 
national and state levels for their historical or cultural significance; and 

WHEREAS, to uphold the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, and to preserve the Ci�W�\�¶�V���K�L�V�W�R�U�L�F�D�O��
and cultural resources for future generations, the Historic Preservation Commission has explored 
including specific guidelines for accessory dwelling units and other such outbuildings in the 
Historic District Design Guidelines to ensure that such buildings, when constructed or altered, 
are compatible with the character of historic districts in which they are situated. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Historic Preservation Commission 
recommends that the San Marcos City Council consider the initial authorization of a text 
amendment, per Section 2.4.1.2 of the San Marcos Development Code, to Appendix C of the San 
Marcos Design Manual, the Historic Design Guidelines, to include specific guidelines for 
accessory dwelling units and other such outbuildings. 

 

Date of Approval:  February 4, 2021 

Record of the vote: 

Attest: _____________________________________            ________ 
 Ryan Patrick Perkins, Chair, Historic Preservation Commission 
 

 

 



630 EAST HOPKINS �” SAN MARCOS, TEXAS 78666 �” 512.393.8147 �” FACSIMILE 512.754.7745 
SANMARCOSTX.GOV    

 

 
 

 
 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES  

 
TO:  Historic Preservation Commission 

FROM: Alison Brake, CNU-A, Historic Preservation Officer  

DATE: December 15, 2020 

RE: AGENDA ITEM 4: ACCESSORY BUILDINGS & OTHER SUCH OUTBUILDINGS  

 

Background  
The Commission has held discussions regarding accessory buildings in the historic 
district, specifically Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs). The San Marcos Development 
Code allows for accessory dwelling units as a limited use within single-family zoning 
districts subject to the standards within Section 5.1.3.1(c)(2). All accessory dwelling units 
must meet these standards. The Historic District Design Guidelines are silent on 
recommendations for ADUs as they were originally drafted in 1997 and ADUs were not 
generally a topic of discussion at that time. Staff does utilize the Construction and Repair 
Standards found in Section 4.5.2.1(I)(1) of the San Marcos Development Code when 
reviewing Certificate of Appropriateness requests for ADUs. 
 
Staff utilized the listservs for both the Texas Historical Commission Certified Local 
Government Program and the National Alliance of Preservation Commissions and sent a 
question out to see how other municipalities tend to regulate accessory buildings, 
including ADUs, within their historic districts. Many of the communities who responded 
made staff aware that they are facing the same issue and are looking at updating their 
current historic guidelines to better serve staff and Commissions in making decisions. 
Below is a summary of those who responded that do have some historic standards or 
guidelines that pertain to ADUs or other outbuildings. 

 
1. Austin, Texas: Is in the process of drafting new Historic Design Standards; their 

locally designated historic landmarks and contributing properties in a historic 
district must follow these regulations. The draft Historic Design Standards integrate 
guidelines for accessory buildings into a chapter on residential new construction 
standards. This particular chapter speaks to the scale and massing of a new 
building and how those design elements are essential to maintaining the character 
of the property or a historic district. This chapter has been included to help facilitate 
discussion within the regulatory document, the following chart is included which 
helps the reader to identify which type of historic property is regulated by the 
standards:  
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2. Houston , Texas : �+�R�X�V�W�R�Q�¶�V��historic preservation ordinance also emphasizes that 
new construction be compatible with contributing buildings in the context area in 
terms of massing, form, scale, and proportions. Steph McDougal, a Principal 
Consultant with McDoux Preservation LLC, worked for the City of Houston when 
the Houston Heights Design Guidelines were created. Within this document both 
measurable standards, minimum or maximum standards (or a range) which must 
be met in order to obtain a COA, and qualitative guidelines, which encompass the 
more aesthetic elements of design, are included. The particular design guidelines 
can be found here:   
https://www.houstontx.gov/planning/HistoricPres/Design_Guide_Heights_District/
july2018/Houston-Heights-Design-Guidelines-July2018.pdf  

 
3. Grand Rapids, Michigan : Currently in the process of updating their guidelines, 

but both current and new have sections on treatment of existing historic out 
buildings/accessory buildings as well as new ones proposed to be built. The 
excerpt below is from their new guidelines book, a working draft. 
Guidelines for Constructing New Garages or Carriage Houses (detached 
accessory structure larger than a shed. 

The construction of new garages and carriage houses will follow the New 
Construction Guidelines (pages 85-88) as well as the guidelines below. In 
evaluating the appropriateness of proposed new garages and carriage 
house, the HPC will review the project to determine if it is subservient to the 
primary building and is compatible with the character-defining qualities of 
the site, primary building, and neighborhood. 

�x Design new garages and carriage houses to be compatible with the 
primary building on the lot, as well as the adjacent environment and 
neighborhood. 

�x Design new garages and carriage houses to be visually compatible 
with the property and the district in terms of massing (square footage, 
width, depth and height) and materials. Noting the massing is to be 
subservient to (smaller than) the primary building on the lot. 
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�x Utilize roof shapes and pitches that are consistent with the primary 
building or with contributing accessory structures historically found in 
the adjacent neighborhood. 

�x Select exterior materials that are visually compatible with historic 
contributing materials found on the primary building in finishes, 
features, dimensions, and design. 

�x Choose windows and doors that are proportionately consistent with 
the size of the garage or carriage house and which draw from the 
design of the contributing historic windows and doors on the primary 
building. 

�x Garages and carriage houses will not overpower or detract from the 
primary building, adjacent primary structures, or environment. 

�x Massing (combination of square footage, width, depth and height) 
and scale will be compatible with the historic character of contributing 
accessory buildings in the immediate historic district while remaining 
historic district subservient to the primary structure on the site. 

�x Retain historic relationships between the primary building, open 
space, and landscape features when siting a new garage or carriage 
house. 

�x New garages and carriage houses will be located in the far back of 
the rear yard and be fully detached from all existing structures. In the 
instance of a corner lot, a garage or carriage house will receive 
consideration for placement well behind street facing façades when 
all other guidelines and standards are met. 

 
4. Little Rock, Arkansas:  Their guidelines cover secondary structures twice �± once 

in the Rehabilitation Standards, and then again under New Construction 
Standards�����W�K�H�\�¶�U�H���V�K�R�Z�Q���E�H�O�R�Z�����$�F�F�R�U�G�L�Q�J���W�R���W�K�H���'�L�U�H�F�W�R�U���R�I���/�L�W�W�O�H���5�R�F�N�¶�V���&�D�S�L�W�R�O��
�=�R�Q�L�Q�J���'�L�V�W�U�L�F�W���&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�����W�K�H�\�¶�U�H���Z�U�L�W�W�H�Q���E�U�R�D�G�O�\���D�Q�G���D�O�O�R�Z���I�R�U���D���J�U�H�D�W���G�H�D�O���R�I��
flexibility. He stated that they generally approve accessory structures / outbuildings 
at the staff level when they appear to meet all the criteria and will be negligibly 
visible from the street. This means that a prefab Lowes storage shed with a gable 
roof set all the way behind a house typically gets a staff stamp whereas a new 
ADU with driveway access will usually be reviewed by the Commission. 

R9.1 The preservation of an existing secondary structure is encouraged.  
�x When treating a historic secondary building, respect its character-

defining features such as primary materials, roof materials, roof 
form, historic windows, historic doors and architectural details.  

�x Avoid moving a historic secondary structure from its original 
location.  

�x If the secondary structure does not date from the period of 
significance, then its preservation is optional.  

R9.2 If an existing secondary structure is beyond repair, then replacing it in-
kind is encouraged.  
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R9.3 A new secondary structure should be in character with those seen 
traditionally.  

�x The building should be subordinate in scale to the primary 
structure.  

�x It should be located to the side or rear of the primary structure.  
�x See also the standards for new construction and for site design. 

M30. A secondary structure should be compatible with the primary building. 
�x While the roof line does not have to match the house, it is best 

that it not vary significantly. 
M31. A secondary structure should be similar in character to those seen  
traditionally. 

�x Basic rectangular forms, with hip, gable or shed roofs, are 
appropriate.  

�x Contemporary interpretations of traditional secondary structures 
should be permitted when they are compatible with the historic 
context. 

M32. In general, garages should be unobtrusive and not compete visually 
with the house.  

�x A detached garage is preferred. This will help reduce the 
perceived mass of the overall development.  

�x When the garage must be attached, the percentage of building 
front allocated to it should be minimized.  

M33. Locating a garage such that its visual impacts will be minimized is 
encouraged.  

�x Provide access to parking from an alley.  
�x Locating a garage in the front yard is discouraged.  
�x If a garage must be accessed from the street, set it back at least 

ten feet behind the primary building facade. 

Next Steps 
Amendments to Appendix C of the San Marcos Design Manual, the Historic District 
Design Guidelines, will require final approval by City Council following public hearings on 
the proposed amendments at the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning and 
Zoning Commission. It is a similar process to text amendments of the San Marcos 
Development Code. 
 
�7�K�H�� �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�¶�V�� �E�\�O�D�Z�V�� �V�W�D�W�H�� �W�K�D�W�� �W�K�H�� �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�� �L�V�� �H�Q�F�R�X�U�D�J�H�G�� �W�R�� �S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�� �&�L�W�\��
Council with advisory recommendations on matters of city policy within their purpose and 
duties as necessary. Following the January meeting, staff would place a 
Recommendation Resolution���� �Z�K�L�F�K���R�X�W�O�L�Q�H�G�� �W�K�H�� �&�R�P�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�¶�V���G�L�V�F�X�V�V�L�R�Q�� on a future 
agenda for the Commission to take formal action on. It would then be forwarded to the 
City Clerk and the City Manager for distribution to the City Council who would then choose 
to put the item on a future agenda. 
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Staff Report  
Historic Preservation Commission  
HPC-21-02 

Prepared by: Alison Brake, CNU-A, Historic Preservation Officer 
Date of Meeting:  February 4, 2021 

Applicant Information:   
Applicant:  Wayne Latchford 

Latchford Bachardy Architects 
100 Melody Way, Suite C 
Wimberley, TX 78676 
 

Property Owner : Monty and Robin Ballard 
734 West Hopkins Street 
San Marcos, TX 78666 

Public Hearing Notice :  

Mailed:  January 22, 2021 

Response:  None as of report date. 

Subject Properties :  

Location:  734 West Hopkins Street 
Historic District:  Hopkins Street  
Description:  
Date Constructed:  
Priority Level:  
Listed on NRHP:  

Craftsman 
c. 1925 (My Historic SMTX) 
High (My Historic SMTX) 
No 

RTHL: No 

Applicant Request:  
 
To replace the aluminum siding on the existing, historic age carriage house with new Hardie 
Horizontal Lap Siding, install new, aluminum clad wood windows along the south elevation of the 
existing, historic age carriage house, install a new awning over the new windows on the existing, 
historic age carriage house, and replace the wrought iron gate and a portion of the wooden picket 
fence along Endicott Street with a new wrought iron sliding gate.  
 
Staff Recommendation:  

 

 

 Approval - appears to meet criteria for approval 

Approval with conditions �± see comments below 

 Denial - does not appear to meet criteria for approval 

 Commission needs to address policy issues regarding this case. 

Staff Comments:          
 
The subject property is located on West Hopkins Street, at the intersection with North Endicott 
Street in the Hop�N�L�Q�V�� �6�W�U�H�H�W�� �+�L�V�W�R�U�L�F�� �'�L�V�W�U�L�F�W�� ���³�(�;�+�,�%�,�7�� �$�´������The property was evaluated in My 
Historic SMTX with a high preservation priority ���³�(�;�+�,�%�,�7���%�´��. High priority properties are those 
resources that have retained integrity, are significant or rare examples of a particular type or style, 
and/or have significant associations with the community. Typically, high priority properties are 
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recommended as potentially National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or local landmark eligible 
either individually or as part of a potential historic district. The historic resources survey states that 
the property has high integrity and is a significant/intact example of a 1920s Craftsman bungalow 
that reflects early 20th Century neighborhood development. The survey also notes that the home 
is reportedly a Sears catalog home. It states that during a renovation to the interior, the previous 
homeowners found Sears stamped on lumber leading to the theory. 
 
Photographs of the property from My Historic SMTX are shown below: 
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The applicant is proposing exterior renovations to the existing carriage house/detached garage. 
The renovations include the removal of the existing aluminum siding and replacing it with horizontal 
Hardie lap siding to match the profile of the siding on the main home and proposed ADU as well 
as the installation of four new aluminum clad wood windows along the side elevation facing the 
main residence with a new wooden awning installed above. The plans submitted by the applicant 
for the carriage house indicate work that meets the criteria for exceptions in Section 2.5.5.1(C): 
repairing the existing soffit and rafter tails, replacing the metal shake roofing with new metal shake 
roofing material, repairing the existing wood windows, and replacing the existing sliding doors with 
new sliding doors that will match In size and design, including an eight panel divided light pattern. 
Additionally, the applicant is proposing to replace the wrought iron gate and a portion of the wooden 
picket fence located along Endicott Street with a new wrought iron sliding gate for vehicles. 
 
To simplify the staff report, the items in the scope have been reviewed separately against the San 
Marcos Development Code, the Historic District Design Guidelines, and the Secretary of Interior 
Standards.  
 

���‡�•�‘� �̃ƒ�–�‹�‘�•�•���–�‘�����š�‹�•�–�‹�•�‰�����‹�•�–�‘�”�‹�…�����‰�‡�����ƒ�”�”�‹�ƒ�‰�‡�����‘�—�•�‡ 
The applicant supplied a photograph of the existing carriage house. The structure was indicated 
in My Historic SMTX as historic age although no date of construction could be found.  

 

 
 
The applicant is proposing to remove the existing aluminum siding, which the applicant states is 
not original to the structure, with new horizontal Hardie lap siding to match the existing residence 
and the proposed new ADU. The applicant supplied an example of the siding material with the 
renderings, show below:  
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In addition, four new, aluminum clad wood windows are proposed to be installed on the side 
elevation which faces the main residence. The new windows are proposed to be double hung and 
match the four over four divided light design of the existing windows located on the opposite side 
of the carriage house; photograph of the existing windows is shown below. The existing siding can 
also be seen in the photograph: 
 

 
 
A new wooden awning, to be located above the new windows, is proposed to be installed and will 
mirror the new awning located over the windows of the ADU that face Endicott Street. The 
renderings of the proposed renovated carriage house/detached garage, submitted by the 
�D�S�S�O�L�F�D�Q�W�����K�D�Y�H���E�H�H�Q���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�G���L�Q���W�K�H���S�D�F�N�H�W���D�V���³�(�;�+�,�%�,�7���&�´���D�Q�G���D�U�H���V�K�R�Z�Q���E�H�O�R�Z�� A 3D rendering 
of the structure has also been included. 
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Staff finds the request for the installation of new windows along the side façade is consistent with 
the Historic District Design Guidelines Section C.1.2.4(8). The window pattern is compatible with 
that along the rear of the main residence, which can be seen from Endicott Street. In addition, the 
applicant has chosen windows that are compatible in design with the existing windows located on 
the opposite side of the carriage house. Staff finds this meets Section 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(d). While the 
Historic District Design Guidelines are silent in terms of awnings over windows for residential 
properties, Technical Preservation Brief Number 44 (National Parks Service) state that generally, 
traditional shed awnings are appropriate for most historic window, door, and storefronts 
installations. The applicant is proposing to renovate the existing carriage house/detached garage 
rather than remove the building. Staff finds this helps to retain the spatial relationship with the main 
structure, consistent with the Secretary o�I�� �W�K�H�� �,�Q�W�H�U�L�R�U�¶�V�� �6�W�D�Q�G�D�U�G�V�� �I�R�U�� �5�H�K�D�E�L�O�L�W�D�W�L�R�Q�� �6�W�D�Q�G�D�U�G��
�1�X�P�E�H�U�������� �³The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of 
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterize a 
property will be avoided.�´��Staff finds the request consistent with Secretary of the Interior Standards 
(SOIS) for Rehabilitation Standard Number 9 which recommends that new work will be 
differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale 
and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. The 
applicant has taken precautions to search for a window style compatible with the existing window 
and has chosen to repair or replace those portions of the building that are most deteriorated with 
features that are similar in style and material.  
 
There is no indication that the aluminum siding on the carriage house is original. While promotion 
of the use of aluminum siding in architecture existed in the 1920s, around the time period the main 
structure was built, it was not until the mid- to late-1930s that modern aluminum siding was 
invented. This leads staff to believe that the siding on the existing carriage house is not original to 
the structure. Additionally, My Historic SMTX notes that the previous resources survey, the 1997 
Heritage Neighborhoods Historic Resources Survey indicates that the main structure was given a 
medium preservation priority rating due to the aluminum siding on it. With the removal of the siding 
�D�Q�G���U�H�S�O�D�F�H�P�H�Q�W���W�K�H���S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\�¶�V���S�U�H�V�H�U�Y�D�W�L�R�Q���S�U�L�R�U�L�W�\���U�D�W�L�Q�J���L�Q�F�U�H�D�V�H�G���W�R���D���K�L�J�K���S�U�H�V�H�U�Y�D�W�L�R�Q���S�U�L�R�U�L�W�\��
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during the recent historic resources survey. Staff finds the removal of the existing aluminum siding 
on the carriage house will have the same effect and help to retain the preservation rating.  

 
���‡�™�����”�‘�—�‰�Š�–�����”�‘�•�����Ž�‹�†�‹�•�‰���
�ƒ�–�‡ 
The applicant is proposing to replace the existing wrought iron gate and a portion of the white 
picket fence with a new 12-foot wide sliding gate. The location of the new sliding gate is indicated 
in the site plan, highlighted in yellow below: 
 

 
 
 
The photos below show the gate and portion of fencing to be replaced along with a rendering of 
the new sliding gate. The new sliding gate appears to mirror the design of the existing wrought iron 
gate. 
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The Historic District Design Guidelines recommend locating fences at or behind the setback line 
[Section C.3.2.5(E)(6)]. Staff finds the location of the proposed fence consistent with this 
recommendation. The wall of continuity along Endicott Street will not be disturbed by the new 
sliding gate which staff finds meets Section 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(i). The applicant has taken precaution in 
locating the sliding gate where the house will not be obscured. Staff finds the request consistent 
with Secretary of the Interior Standards (SOIS) for Rehabilitation Standard Number 9 which 
recommends that new work will be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the 
historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the 
property and its environment. The applicant has taken precautions to search for a style compatible 
with the existing gate design. Additionally, staff finds the gate can be removed in the future without 
impairing the integrity of the property, consistent with SOIS Standard Number 10 which 
recommends installing new additions in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential 
form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired. Should a new 
property owner want to replace the wrought iron gate with a picket fence, one could do so without 
damage to the site. 

 
���–�ƒ�ˆ�ˆ�����‡�…�‘�•�•�‡�•�†�ƒ�–�‹�‘�• 
Staff finds the request replace the aluminum siding on the existing, historic age carriage house 
with new Hardie Horizontal Lap Siding, install new, aluminum clad wood windows along the south 
elevation of the existing, historic age carriage house, install a new awning over the new windows 
on the existing, historic age carriage house, and replace the wrought iron gate and a portion of the 
wooden picket fence along Endicott Street with a new wrought iron sliding gate consistent with the 
Historic District Design Guidelines [Section C.1.2.4(8) and Section C.3.2.5(E)(6)], the San Marcos 
Development Code [Section 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(d) and Section 4.5.2.1(I)(1)(i)] and the Secretary of the 
Interior Standards for Rehabilitation [Standards 2, 9 and 10]. Therefore, Staff recommends 
approval of the request as submitted . 

 
  



9 | P a g e  
 

EXHIBITS 
A. Aerial Map 
B. Historic Resources Survey Form from My Historic SMTX 
C. Architectural Plans 
D. San Marcos Development Code Sections 2.5.5.4 and 4.5.2.1(I) 
E. Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation  
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